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IDENTIFICATION OF STRONG/WELL FAMILIES
AND THE MECHANISMS TO SUPPORT THEM

AR OVERVIEW AND SUNMARY

The overall purpose of Task 1 is to identify the
characteristice of strong/vell families in the Army, to
determine the advantages and contributions of family
strength/vellneses for the Army, and to identify the types of
programs, services, and strategies at different levels of
organizational responsibility for promoting the
strength/vellness of Army families. The primary cbjective
for Tusk 1 in the first project year is to develop, field
test and refine a conceptual model of the antecedents and
consequences of strong/vell familiee in the Army, including
the identification, definition, and wmeasurement of its
conceptual domaines.

The conceptusl wodel vill provide the foundation and
framevork for the entire resesarch program on Army family
strength/vellineas. The conceptual definitions and weasures
resulting from model developrent vill be used for data
collection snd analysis in future project yesrs to sddress
key study questions.

The development and refinement 0f the wmodel will be
based upon a multimsthod epprosch, including litesature
sevizvr, eezondary snalysis of available detamets,
expert/user consultetion, as vell ss field visits to conduct
Aindividual end focus-group intervisws with Army farilien,
leadesrs, and service providers. The purpose ol this peper is
to provide an overviev and summary of the results from the
litersture reviewv., Based on theass resulte, s preliminery
conceptual wodel of fewily strength and adaptation in the
Army is proposed as a vehicle for formulating and refining
specific research gueations vhich will guide both the
secondary analysis as vell eas the field visits.

HETHODOLOOY

The task of developing and refining the proposed
conceptual model from the literature reviev ves divided into
seversl distinct subtesks. First, a preliminary conceptual
model vam developed by the Principal Investigator to guide
Task ) activitiea (mee Figure 1). This model vas derived
from a larger conceptusl frsmevork developed by the ARI




sponsored family retention panel of 1985, and vas refined
baged on additional reviev of the military family literature.

Thie early model not only specified the major conceptusl
domaing included under Task 1, but slso hypothesized the
proposed linkages betveen these domsins. In addition, both
nominal and operational definitions vere provided for each
conceptual domain; s smeries of propositione were also
propoeed based upon prior research. Defined as a
*theoretical stravman,® the model was then presented both to
the ARI Tesk 1 Scientimt and to members of the Task 1 Project
Team for critical reviev and comment. Bamed on subsequent
revigiona wvhich reduced the scope of the model for
structuring first year mctivities (see Figure 2), this model
served as a vehicle for organizing and directing the
literature reviev subtask,

Seven conceptusl domains vere specified in the
shbreviated model: (m) member/job/unit characteristics, (b)
family characteristics, (c) family stressoras, {(d) social
support, (e) Army/family £it, (£) Sfamily mtrength, and (g)
family life satisfaction. Individusl team members agreed to
sccept rempcneibility for conducting 8 literature reviev in
one or wmore 0f these seven domains.

_ In conducting the literature reviev, teanm members vere
instructed to identify underlying indicators related to their
sasigned areasm, particulariy focusing on past definition and
weasurenent of these indicatore 4in the wmilitary and civilien
literature. Bamsed on this review, team mewbers vere
instructed to progpose nominal and operetional definitions of
for each 0of their smeigned concepts, as vell as to propose s
nesaurenent strategy for both qualitative and guantitative
aassesement. In sddition to these responritilitiec, based on
their litersature revieva, team wmembera vors yeked to
criticelly examine hypothesized linkages becveen their
samsigned conceptual domains and other conceptual dowmsins in
the wmodel, as vell as to recommend sdditional concepts for
including in the model.

Based on ¢hese inmtructions, five suwmary papers vere
prepared by tean meabers, wach including an appendix vith key
reference documents. Theas summary paspers vere revieved by
the Principsl Scientiat, and suggestions vere provided to the
authorse for revision. The revised paspers vere then
distributed to the ARI Tesk I Scientist, the Temk 1 Team
Leader, the Principasl Scientist sand Deputy Project Hensger
for the over-sll project, snd to esch mexber of the Task 1

2
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research team.

To discuss these papers, a tvo-day forum wvas held at the
Fairfax City Holiday Inn in late June 1587. Attendees
included:

Sharon Ardisen, ARI Staff (Day 1)
Bruce Bell, ARI Tugk 1 Scientist
Sharon Bishop, Caliber Task 1 Team Leader
Gary Bowen, UNC-CH Task 1 Principal Investigator
Jerry Croan, Caliber Deputy Project Manager (Day 2)
Dennis Orthner; UGA Principal Scientiest
Judy DeJong, Caliber Team Member
Cathy Stavarski, HumRRO Team Kember
Helanie Styles, HumRRO team member

The primary objective of this weeting vam to discuas each of
key concepts addressed by the Task 1 research, snd to vork
toveard conceptual clarity and wmodel refinement.

The meeting vas wtructured around each of the key
endogenous concepts in the conceptual model: {e) family
streasors, (b) social suppore, () Arwy/family £it, (d)
family sitrength, and (e) family life matisfaction,

Discussion focumed on definition and weasuremsent of each
congeptual domain in the context 0f the respective literature
reviev, as vell on ss the identificetion of conceptual gape
in the model. 1In the process of the tvo-day dimcumsion, sose
concepts vere resligned in the wmodel., snd sdditional
operational indicators vere proposed for purpcess of
conceprunl measurement. Although the conceptusl clarity and
consensus scught by the meeting vas not cowmpletely schieved,
attendeen were able to reviae and simplify the conceptual
wodel for guiding subsequent subtasks.

Bamed on the group feedback, responuible team wembers
vere asked to reconsider their nowminal and ocpersticnel
deéfinitions of their essigned concepts, and to suggest a
stretegy for gquantitastive wmessurement. They vere alsmo ssked
to develop a messurement protocol for field testing their
concepts.

THE THEORETICAL HODEL

The SRA NModel of Fewily Strength end Adaptation in the
Army ig a siwplified version of the earlier conceptuasl wodel,
building on the vork of Hill (1949, 1958), ReCubbin and
Patterson (1982), Segesl (1586), and Boven (1987). An




abetract simplificetion of a complex set of interacting
variabhles and processesn, the model includes three major
componentas: (a) family stressorg, (b) family sdaptive

resources, and (c) family adaptation. A diagram of the

mnodel, including hypothesized relationships among wmodel
components is presented in Figure 3.

Grounded in both the theoretical and ewpirical
literature (Boven, 1987; Bronfenbrenner, 1976; Lavee,
McCubbin, & Patterson, 1985), the folloving propositions sre
derived from the model: (a) the presence and pile~up of
fanmily stresmsors have a direct and negative effect on the
level of family sdaptation; (k) the nature asnd awount of
family adaptive rescurces have a positive and mediating
influence on the sf{fect of family stressors ou the level of
family adaptation; (c) the nature and quality of family
sdaptive resources are both a source of support as vell am »
source of additional stressors, and way contribute to the
presence, pile-up, and intensificetion of family stressors;
{(d} the nature sand amount of family aystemn resources dixrectly
and positively influences fanmily sdaptation; snd (e) there i
a direct and reciprocal intersction betvesn family adaptestion
to marital and family life and family adaptetion to Army
Jife, und thim im a powitive relationship, Although an
ungpecified conceptual dowain in the model, esth of the wajor
components in the mode)l as well as the nature of their
proposed relstionshipe is hypothesized to vary by selective
family and organizationsl]l charscteristics snd their
interaction, including warital ststus, presence and ages ol
children in the femily, length of werrisge, post locetion,
wnal, and the NOS of the member.

In the eection, each conmponent of the conceptusl model
ie briefly summarized and discuased based onh the litersture
revieve ae vell as on the discussion and recommendations of
the Task 1 Teaw. For purposes of the sumwary, reierence
citations sare kept to a sinimuam,

Although continued refinement of thesce concepte vill be
asccomplished through on~going litersture revievs, expert and
user consultetion, secondary analysis of existing dats sete,
and field testing at selective Army posts, nominal and
operational definitions of each component of the msodel are
proposed se vell as strategies for Quantitative assesssent.
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FANMILY STRESSORS

Consimntent with the vork of McCubbin and Patterson
(1983), family stressors are defined as life events impacting
upon the family system which have the potential to change the
nature of family structure and interaction. The concept of
family stressora is distinguished from the concept of siress;
a family stressor does not necessarily result in individual
or family stress--s phyaioclogical or psychological state
vhich arises from an actual or perceived iwmbalance Detveen
the nature sand level of family stressors and the re«asources
that the individual or family has to meet lccoapsnying
dermancds for response and change.

Family stresscra can enter s family system on a number
of levels: on the individusl level, on the relationship
level betveen fenily members, or from the intersctional level
0f fanily wembers wvith larger systens external to the fawily,
including the vork setting. Hovever, individusl stresmors do
not necessurily result in stiessor events for the fswily.

A variety of typologies have been used to clamsify the
numerous renge of events that cen effect the funily systen.
A common clsssification aystem found in the litersture
distinguishes life events vhich sre a wore normative part of
fewmily development (e.g., parenthood) from those that are
Jess normative (e.g., desth of a child) or even catatrophic
(@.9., & nationm)l dissster). Hormative famnily stressors have
three distinguishing characteristice: they océur in wmost
fawilien, they are ususlly expected, and they ure most often
short-tarm (NcCubbin & Patterson, 1982). Other {requently
used typologies clamsify family streasors based upon their
effect on the femily us vell as upon the source of the
stressor (e.Q.. internsl; externsl).

Two veriables related to the definition and measurenent
of the fawmily atresmors’ concept vere recommended for
consideration in the Task { wmodel: (a) the presence or
abrence of s reange of fawmily stressor events in the fawuily
syatem over a mpecified period of tiwme, and (b)) the level of
perceived or sctual stress on the fawily systen resulting
Zros the presénce snd pile-up of these eventas.

It ia reconmended that the messurement of the presence
or absence of specified femily etresscrs build upon the
current vereion of FILE, the Femily Inventory of Life Events
and Changes (McCubbin & Pettersorn, 1987), including the
addition of Army-specific stressore. Comprised of a vide




array of both normative and non-normative events, this scale
is based upon the methodology used in the life events
inventories vwhese prototype can be found in the SRRS, Sccial
Readjuetment Rating Scaele (Hoimes & Rahe, 1967). These
inventories contain checkliste of events which an individual
usez to indicate vhich stressful events have happened to him
or her in the recent past. A cumulative score is produced
based on either an additive or weighted summary of the number
of events vhich have occurred over the specified period of
time,

It is recommended that the subscales and/or items
selected and developed for the family stressors’ scale be
calibrated for families in different developmental stages
through pilot studies. At the present time, FILE does not
have established weighting norms for specific population
groupse. This would yield a valuable set of information about
stressore and their severity for different types of families.
It is also recommended that a2 12-month time frame be used in
agsessing the presence or ahsence of specified family
stressor events.

It is proposed that the second dimension of family
stressor events, the amount of perceived or asctual family
stress generated by the event on the family system, be
measured by agking respondents to indicate the level of
stregs resulting from each reported streasor event on a scale
ranging from one to ten. Although & number of studiea have
sttempted to assess the amount of stress associated wvith
specific events, this approach has not bheen commonly used in
studies examining a range of family stressor events, like the
- current version of FILE. Information from this subdimension
-~ 0of the measure vould be the basis for veighting the effects
-of specifiad stressor events across different population
groups.




FAMILY ADAPTIVE RESOURCES

Not only does each family member bring a unique set of
capabilities and assets to the family system, but also
the family system itself develops and strengthens its owvn
internal resources cver time to meet as vell as to resist
the demands posed by streasor events. In addition, each
family exists in a Jluiger system of both informal and formal
- systeme which has ita ovn sources of demands on the family
system a8 vell us its ovn mources of support. Together,
these rescurces and sources of gsupport for meeting the
demands and needs of family life cunstitute the fanmily’s
adaptive resources--a term used by McCubbin and Patterson
in the Double ABC-X Model (1982).

A multidimensional cencept, family sdaptive rescurces
are conceptualized on five levels: (a) persgonsl
characteristics of individual family members, such as
educaticnal, finsncisl, and peychological assets; (b)) family
system, such as communication, negotiation, and sdaptability;

=424

(c) gocial support, such ag kinship ties and friendships; (d)

=32

guasi-formal mystems, such as vork and neighborhood
organizationa; and (e) formal gygiems, euch as militery
policies and practices. In some cases, the boundaries
betveen these levels overlap. In sddition, these levels of
family sdaptive rescurces ares conceptuslized us
interdependent and complenentary-<«a supply of capabilities at
cne level can offset the lack of capabilities at a msecond

level.

At present, only twp of these five levelm of resources
have been pursued by the Task 1 teanm in the literature
revieva--fanily sysiem end gogisl euppprt. A reviev of
militery policios and presctices relevant to Task 1 activities
i currently under reviev, and Orthner and Associates at the
Univeraity of Georgia have agreed to reviev quasi-forwmal
systen resources for purposes of definition and messurement.
Although the persons) resources of fewily wembers are
recognized in the litereture as iwportant assets to the
fanily system in witiguting the sffectas of stressor events
(Lavee, HcCubbin, & Patterson, 1985), they sre presently not
under reviev by the Taask 1 tesaw.

Eanil)y Syeter Bespurces

The family ias often regarded ss the primary support
systen for itself, a place vhere wewbers of the family
provide both instrusental and emotional support to one

10




another., Although the concept of fumily system strengths has
been digscussed in the family literature since the 19308’, the
formal study of "strengths" rather than "veaknesses and
deficienciea" in families is relatively nev. Coneietent with
the vork of Hebert Otto, Nick Stinnett, and other pioneers in
the study of femily strength and relatesd concepts (gsee
Horgan, 1987 for a comprehenmive reviev of this literature),
family system resources are defined as those relationship
patterns and attitudes among family members as wvell as those
interpersonal skills and competencier cf family members wvhich
#nable the family system to deal effectively with the demands
posed by family stressor events and vhich promote family
adaptation to maritel and family life as vell as to life in
the Army. Mece and Hoce (1980) have referred to these
patterneg, skille and competonciea ag the family’s "primary
coping ayetem,*

The variakble "family sysztem resources" is operationally
defined a8 a composite of affective involvement, rcie equity,
family boundaries, religious orientation, feeling tovard
military mervice, community participation cnd support, and
interpersonal skilla and competencies.

Affective Involvement. The extent of emotionsl bonds
betveen family members, including their level of
interest in the velfare of one another and their
villingness 10 inveat thenselives in the family.

Role Eguityt The level of sharing of child-care and
childrearing responmibilities as vel)l as the degree to
vhich femily decimionmaking patterns velue individual
expression snd input,

Fanily Hounderies: The degree to vhich fswily wmembers
prefer to hundle personsl problema inside the family as
vell we to wake a good iwmpression on others in the
community.

Religious Orientation: The extent to wvhich family
senbers share the same religious beliefs, attend church

or aynagogue together, and pray together.

Eeelinge Toverd Hildtepy Servige: The leval of
conmitment that fewmily wembers feel toverd the lifestyle

and sission of the Army.

11




Community Participation and Support: The degree to
vhich family members inveat themselves in the community
as vell as their level of involvement with extended

family, and their willingness to turn to relatives when

perconal or family problems arise.

Interpersonal Skills and Competencies: The extent to
wvhich family members are good listeners, perceived
themaselves as #ffective problem-solvers, compromise in
resolving family problems, and ara open to the vievs of
others.

It is recommended that the measurement of these
components of family evatem resources be based on the work of
BEoven & Jenofrky .1987) in the U.S. Army vho have developed
valid and realiable scales for each component. Each Likert-
t,;ps scale is comprised of betveen 3 and 17 items.

Jofermal Sogi.l sveport

Including “he n¢tvork of friends, extended family
sembars, heighbors, and other informal helpers to which
the family ims connected, sources of informsl social support
are recognized as important Lemily rescurces for dealing
effectivaly vith the demuncs aspsociated with family stressor
events anm vell am for promoting positive family adaptation.
Although much attention has %esn focused on the concept of
inforwal sociel suppo.'t, there i@ little consistency scross
studies in defining, operationalizi.g, and measuring
underlying variable diwmensions. '

Accerding to iLin (1986€), the concept of socisl support
hae two cowmponents: asocial and support. The soclal
counponent oi social support reilects the Zamily’s tie tc the
- mocial environment st three levela. (a) the comwunity level,

(b)) the level of mocial netverks:. snd (¢t) the level of
intiweate and confiding reletionahi.e. These levels are
distinguished largely on the Lamie of the degree of formality
vhich charecterizes the relacionship.

~ The funlly’s sense 0f belonging trn tae community,

representing its Lirst tie to the sovcisl snvironment,
includes the participation of fawily wmrwoers in voluntary
orgenizetions end their level of icentity with the community,
or “"sense of comwunity.® Representing the social integration
0f the femily into the lurger community (Lin, 1986),
relationships at this level are generally characterized by a
aixture of foroel and iniormsl linkages and responsibilitiea.

12




Social netvorks, the family‘’s second tie to the social
environment, include those persons with wvhom family members
wmaintain both direct and indirect contact, such as extended
family, co-vorkers, friends, and neighbors. Each member of
& family, including children, has a personal netvork and
collectively these netvorks comprise the family’s social
netvork (Unger & Fovell, 19580).

Before discuasing the third level of the family’s tie to
the social environment, it is important to distinguish
betveen social support systemas and social netvorks. A social
netvork refers to all the people vith vhom family wmembers
maintain contact and from whom they potentislly receive
support (McCubbin & McCubbin, 1987). On the other hand, a
social support system im that subset of persmsons within &
family’s total esocial netvork upon vhom they rely on for aid
in times of need (Thoitm, 1982). As a conmequence, not all
members of a social netvork necessarily provide sccial
support.

The innermost level of the social environment consists
of confiding relationshipse, including intimate relationships
vith relatives snd friends (Lin, 1986). HNutual end
reciprocal exchanges are expected in these relstionships
vhich are charascterized by a high level of trust and
interdependency. DBased on the vork of Lin (1986), it is this
third level that has the grestest iwpact on & fawily’s sense
of well-being. '

The Tcupport? cowponent of social supports reflecte the
type of support provided to the fumily. Although wmany types
of mupport have been identified in the litersture, tvo forms
of support are momt often distinguished--instrumental and
expreasive. Based on the wvork of Cobb (18763 1979),
instrumental support refers to the use ©f a relstionship to
schieve a gosl or receive a service, vhile expressive support
refers to emotional support.. The provision of instrumentsl
and expressive support to the family by wewmbers of the
fawnily’s social environment can result in the family feeling
loved and cared for, estesnsd and valued, and s sense of
belonging (Cobb, 1976).

For purposes of this research, social support is
nowminelly defined as the perceived or actusl instrumental
and/or expressive aid avsilable and/or provided to the family
by wembers of the community, by the femily’s smocial network,
end by confiding relstionships waintained by family members--
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the family’s social environment. Instrumental support is
defined to refer to the use of a relationship to achieve a
goal or to receive a service, vhile expressive support is
used to synonymously to mean emotional support (Lin, 1986).

The variable sociasl support is operationally defined as
a composite of the composition and size of a family’s social
environment, ac vell as the extent to vhich the family
perceives the social environment as supportive and available
for wobilizstion. Reflecting the multidimensionality of the
social support concert, nine subdimensions of social support
are specified for operational definition and wmeasurement:

Content of support. The type of support provided by
members of the family’s social environment:
instrumental or expressive.

Context. The type of support that is offered by members
of the fanily’s social envivonment in response to
particular situations and events.

Support network. All of the people vith vhow fawily
members waintain contact and f£rom vhom they potentially
receive support,

Sociel gupport aystem. The submet 0f persons in the
family’s social environment upon vhich the :nnily
privarily relies on for help.

- Proximity of supperi. The physicel mnd prychologicul
€loseness of favily wenbers to menbers of their socisl

environment.

Perosived avesilapility of suppori. The perceptions by
family menmbors of hov quickly rmembers of their socisl

environment could be wobilized for support.

Evaluation of supprort. The extent to vhich family
venbers are sstisfied vith the gquantity and quality of
support provided by meuwbers of their social environwent.

Nillingness of fanily wenmbers 19 seek supperi- The
likelihcod of fanmily wembers to turn to smewbers of their

social environment in times of personal and family need.
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Provision of gupport. The frequency of providing help
sk well as the feelings of obligation to provide help
by family wenbers to members of their social

environment.

It is recommended that the messurement of these nine
subdimensions of informal social support be bamed on a review
and revision of existing measures in the literature,
including the development of nev scales and items if
verranted. Theae measures include the Perceived Support
Netvork Inventory (PSNE) by Oritt, Paul and Behrman (1985),
the Social Support Questionnaire (SNI) by Horbeck (1980), the
Community Participation Scale (CPS) by Lin, Dumin and Woelfel
(1986), and the Efficacy for Seeking Support Scale by
Eckenrode (1983).

- FARILY ADAPTATION

The outcome diwension in the model, family adaptation
is defined am a composite of family wmembers’ overall
adjustment to wmarital and family iife aa vell as to Arwmy
life. Directly impacted upon by the ratio of family
streamors to fanily adaptive resources, it is vieved am »
continuous variesble vhich ranges from high to lov. Bamed on
the vork of Lavee, NcCubbin and Patterson (158%5), it iwm
predicted that fawmily adaptation is facilitated vhen the
demands on the fanily unit are balanced by its available
sresources., From the wodel, it is elmo predicted that there
is 8 reciprocal relationship betveen adsptation to marital
and tamily life and adaptation to life in the Army, snd this

4ds @ positive relastionship.

Espily Adeptstion to Neritel and Eamily Ligs

The study of the quality of fawily reletionships hes a
history deting back to Hamilton’s (1929) clessic study of
marital adjustment. Since that time, nuwercus attempte have

. been wede to conceptualize and amsess the nature of Lamily

relationships, especislly the maritel union. A variety of
terns have been promulgated in the process, the most common
“sring ®family life satimfaction,® "family functioning, ®
family envircnment,® ®satisfaction vith the fawmily system, ®
am vell as 8 nuwber of concepts proposed to reflect the
quality of the marital relotionship (e.g., wmaritsl
satisfaction, marital sdjustwment, maerital happiness, waritel
stability) and the quality of parent-child intersction (e.g.,
parent-child relationship satisfaction). While these
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concepts all represent qualitative dimensions and evaluations
of relationshipg within the family, there ig a great deal of

ambiguity and overlap in the vay these conceptx are defined,

ss vell as in the scales designed to measure them.

For purposes of this study, family adaptation to marital
and family life is defined as the relative balance of
commitment, satisfactions, and tensions within the family
system. It is operationalized broadly as a composite of
family life satisfaction, marital stability, and family
distress. The first component, fanily life satisfaction, ism
comprised of four subdimengions: (a) overall satiafaction
vith marital and family relationships, including members of
the extended family; (b) matisfaction wvith patternas of
marital and family interaction, including communication,
companionghip, and intimacy; (c) overall comparative
setismfaction with marital and family relationshipa compared
to other couplea and, if spplicable, other parents; and
(d) the degree to vhich family members perceive that they
vould be more satigfied with their marital and family
relationships if they vould leave the Army for the civilian
sector. ’

The second subdiwension of family adaptetion to wmaritel
and Lamily life, wmarital atability, is slso comprised of
four subdimenmions: (a) the level of comnmitwment that the
husband and vife feel tovard the warital relaticnship, (b)
the degree to vhich esch spouss will do their best to make
the relationship vork, (c¢) the Zrequency that the husband snd
vife conaiderm warital separstion and divorce, and (d)
vhether the couple has experienced an sctual merital
separation due to maritesl difficulties in the past 12 wonths.

The lsat subdiwension, family distress, is a series of
overall indicators vhich reflect the degree to vhich fawmily
senbers feel an sense of pessimisw tovard the femily system
{(e.g., something is alvays going vrong in our fawily) es vell
e an on-going level of tension and difficulty in the fawmily
system itself (e.g., ve are constantly arguing vith one
snother).

Heasures of these three components of family adaptation
to marital and family life are currently under developmant.
A number of existing sceles wiil be consulted in the sctual
development of itens ind scales, including the Dyadic
Adjustment Scale by Spanier (1976), the Fawily Environment
Scele by Hoos and Noos (1981), as vell as indicators used in
recent surveys by Orthner snd Boven (1982) snd by Bowen and
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Janofsky (1587).

Earily Adsptaticn to Army Life

The viability of the family system is dependent upon its
fit with cther systems in ita social environment with vhich

" its interfaces. For the Army family, the wmilitary system is

a major, if not, the major system in its environment. Fanmily
adaptation to Army life is a concept vhich describes the
health of this interface, and refers to the family’s attitude
tovard life in the Army as vell aa to the commitment of
fanily wembers to the Army.

Past studiea exploring the level of family edaptation
to military life have considered a number of aapects of the
military/fanmily interface, including the goodness of the
military/family £it, the level of scoommodations betveen the
military and family in supporting one another’s ohjectives,
and the attitude of the family tovard the military aystem
(HeCubbin, Patterson & Lavee, 1983; Szoc, 1982).

Besed on the reviev of this literature, the level of
family adaptation to Arwmy life is operationally defined es @
composite 0f fawmily members’ genersl attitude tovard the
Arny, their sstisfaction with Army provisions for the fawmily,
their commitment to continuing the Army cereer,. and their
-devel of support of the Arwy wmission., It iw recommended that
the quantitative weasurensnt of these four variables be based
on a reviev and revision of existing weasures, including
those uaed by Szoc (1982) in his study of fewmily factors
reluted to retention in the Navy, HoCubbin and Patterson’s
-41982) Index of Fawily Coherence (1982), Hoven and Janofsky's
(1587} profile of Family Strength and Adaptation to Family
Life, an vell as aviected items uveed on the 1585 Dad Survey
of Enlisted und Ofiicer Personnel.

CONCLUSIONS

The literature reviev provides an important theoreticel
- and ewpiricel foundation for the Task 1 effort. A conceptuasl
nodel, soundly grounded in the theoreticel snd empirical
reasearch, identifies the criticel concepts es vell as the
chain of linkages betveen concepts necessary to understand
the nature and dynamics of family strength and sdaptation in
th. my N ) ’

It is vital that the mode)l sontinue to be tested and
refined through secondary snalyuis of svailable datasets,
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expert and user intervievs, field testing, as vell as through
on-going literature reviev., If the model ims to provide
future assistance in waking policy, program, and budgetary
decisions, it wust be properly specified, adequately
reflecting the reality of the situation for servicemembers
and their families.

Given the timeline for the first-vave longitudinal
survey, it is critical that vork progress in translating the
theoretical model into an empiricelly testable one. This
involves not only mspecifying the indicators predicted to
define each latent construct in the wmodel, but also
developing valid snd reliable measures of each specific
indicator. It is recommended that a small team of Task 1}
acientists and Tagk 5 acientists wmeet in early Septewber,
after the tvo planned field visits, to reviev the model as
proposed, including a reviev and discusaion of both
measurement issues as vell es the development of valid and
relisble operationa) wneasures.
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